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REVIEW. 


In  a free  country,  no  apology  should  ever  be  offered  for 
exercising  the  right  of  free  discussion,  and  yet,  subjects  at 
times,  are  so  much  embarrassed  by  their  associations,  that 
by  a kind  of  tacit  conventional  agreement,  they  become 
almost  privileged  questions.  By  a natural  process  the 
Romish  controvers}’  has  assumed  a political  cast,  which 
invests  it  in  the  estimation  of  some  well  meaning  men  with 
a right  of  exemption  from  clerical  interference.  We  say 
this  process  is  natural.  Such  it  is.  There  is  nothing 
strange  about  it.  Romanism  affects  both  the  civil  and 
ecclesiastical  state.  The  system  is  essentially  a union 
of  Church  and  State.  Hence  it  will  always  have  its  two 
sides,  and  whether  the  civilian  or  the  clergyman  under- 
takes the  discussion  of  its  dogmas,  both  are  in  the  discharge 
of  the  legitimate  duties  of  their  profession.  Mr.  Chandler 
in  the  outset  of  his  speech  deprecates  the  introduction  of 
the  subject  which  he  discusses  with  so  much  plausibility, 
into  the  national  legislature.  He  says  it  “ Ought  never  to 
have  been  introduced  into  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.”  If  the  religion  of  Rome  were  purely  a system  of 
ecclesiasticism,  Mr.  Chandler  would  be  right.  If  it  were 
concerned  merely  with  matters  affecting  the  faith  of  men 
in  things  spiritual,  any  attack  in  the  national  Halls  of 
Legislature  upon  the  creed  of  Rome,  would  be  an  invasion 
of  the  Constitution  and  an  infringement  upon  the  sacred 
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personal  rights  of  those  who  receive  and  cherish  its  dogmas. 
But,  we  repeat,  Romanisn  is  not  more  a religious  than  it  is 
a political  system,  and  its  apologists  therefore,  have  no  just 
right  to  screen  themselves  behind  a rampart  of  privilege, 
or  to  demand  that  their  opponents  shall  change  the  venue, 
and  regard  this  whole  controversy  as  sacred  and  sheltered 
from  the  foot  of  political  intrusion.  Congressmen  not  only 
have  the  right  in  this  view  of  the  case,  and  we  shall  show, 
that  it  is  the  only  true  one,  to  investigate  the  claims  of  the 
Romish  hierarchy,  hut  the  right  implies  also  a correspond- 
ing duty.  Clergymen,  not  only  have  the  right,  but  they 
are  bound  by  the  most  solemn  obligations  which  they  can 
owe  to  truth  and  a good  conscience,  to  resist  and  expose 
what  they  believe  to  be  fallacies,  which  endanger  the  liber- 
ties of  the  country.  We  know  full  well,  it  is  the  practice 
of  a certain  class  to  sneer  at  the  expression  of  alarm  ; or, 
if  this  word  is  deemed  too  strong,  of  monition  and  warning, 
touching  Rome’s  plans  upon  the  civil  and  religious  liberties 
of  the  United  States.  This,  however,  is  an  old  ruse  of  the 
of  the  enemy.  We  shall  not  be  deterred  by  it.  Admitting, 
that  these  intrigues,  should  prove  in  the  good  providence 
of  God,  utterly  futile,  as  we  believe  they  will  be,  this  fact 
does  not  disinfect  the  system  of  Rome,  or  eradicate  the 
virus  of  its  hostility  to  American  liberty.  The  poison  is 
in  the  system  which  claims  to  have  its  Head  in  Rome,  and 
whether  its  deadly  venom  shall  find  a neutralizing  antidote 
in  the  tree  which  God  has  planted  in  this  broad  land,  or 
not,  the  duty  of  vigilantly  watching  the  enemy  is  none  the 
less  imperative.  Our  safety  lies  in  the  constant  exercise 
of  a generous,  but  stern  and  unremitting  vigilance. 

We  give  Mr.  Chandler  credit  for  sincerity.  We  have  no 
right  to  impugn  his  motives,  or  question  the  good  faith  in 
which  he  makes  his  appeal  to  God  and  his  country.  In  all 
that  we  sajq  we  neither  challenge  the  genuineness  of  his 
convictions,  nor  demur  to  his  belief  in  the  appositeness  of 


his  evidence.  We  are  ready  to  go  as  far,  as  the  most 
earnest  of  his  Protestant  friends  in  avowing  our  convictions, 
in  all  charity,  that  he  would  not  sutler  duty  to  his  religious 
faith  to  over-ride  all  fealty  to  the  government  of  the  coun- 
try. We  will  not  by  implication,  admit,  that  he  is  a -‘sus- 
pected citizen,”  or  “ a dangerous  officer but  what  then  ? 
Romanism  is  none  the  less  malignant.  Its  influence  is 
none  the  less  hostile  to  the  dearest  liberties  and  rights  of 
humanity.  That  many  citizens  with  hearts  guileless  of  all 
intent  of  “treason,”  and  hands  pure  as  the  hands  of  an 
infant  from  all  participation  in  Rome’s  underground  work, 
are  to  be  found  in  all  the  walks  of  society,  we  dare  not 
deny ; and  more,  we  cheerfully  and  cordially  avow  this  as 
our  honest  conviction.  But  does  this  absolve  the  system? 
Never.  Mr.  Chandler’s  first  fallacy  consists  in  making  this 
matter  a personal  question,  and  selecting  himself  as  the  type. 
We  call  it  a fallacy,  not  in  an  odious  sense  as  implying 
intentional  deception,  but  simply  in  its  logical  acceptation. 
Whether  the  object  of  the  secret  political  organization,  to 
which  Mr.  Chandler  alludes,  be  “ to  put  down  the  Catholic 
religion , in  this  country,”  or  not,  we  cannot  say.  We 
belong  to  no  secret  society,  political,  social,  or  ecclesiastical. 
On  this  subject,  therefore,  we  know  nothing,  and,  therefore, 
modesty  requires  that  we  should  say  nothing  respecting 
their  plans.  So  much,  however,  in  all  frankness,  we  are 
bound  to  say,  that  leaving  to  others  what  we  claim  for  our- 
selves, viz.,  the  right  to  act  in  accordance  with  the  dictates 
of  conscience,  we  never  could  become  a member  of  any 
secret  organization,  whatever.  On  this  point,  therefore,  we 
are  not  obnoxious  to  the  censure  implied  by  Mr.  Chandler’s 
remark.  Whether  secret  organizations  be  right  or  wrong, 
is  not  the  question,  excepting  so  far  as  Mr.  Chandler  him- 
self raises  it.  We  offer  no  plea  for  secret  associations. 
We  have  no  disposition  to  meddle  with  that  topic  apart 
from  Mr.  Chandler’s  allusion;  but,  we  think,  Mr.  Chan- 
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tiler,  whether  as  a private  gentleman  or  as  an  advocate 
of  Rome,  in  his  high  official  character,  standing  in  his 
place  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  need  not  be  gra- 
velled by  any  secret  society,  or  by  any  of  its  machinations. 
Is  he  not  himself,  a much  honored  member  of  the  Masonic 
fraternity?  We  remember,  some  years  ago,  a grievous 
political  ferment  respecting  the  plans  of  that  secret  organi- 
zation. Our  sympathies  were  not  with  that  agitation, 
though  when  it  was  started,  we  thought  so  well  of  the  very 
jealousy  with  which  liberty  was  guarded,  that  we  were 
glad  to  see  that  fraternity  purge  itself  of  all  designs  to 
infringe  upon  the  sacred  rights  of  society.  Then  again,  has 
Mr.  Chandler  never  heard  of  the  Society  of  Jesus,  insti- 
tuted by  Ignatius  Loyola?  Surely  he  has,  for  he  is  a 
scholar.  Is  not  that  a secret  politico-religious  combination? 
What  is  its  object?  From  its  very  incipiency,  its  avowed 
purpose  was  to  retrieve  the  waning  fortunes  of  the  Papacy, 
which  were  rapidly  fading  before  the  power  of  the  Refor- 
mation in  the  sixteenth  century.  Its  grand  aim  was  not  to 
“ put  down,”  but  to  raise  up  “ the  Catholic  religion”  in  all 
countries  and  to  put  down  all  governments  opposed  to  its 
despotism,  under  heaven. 

Now,  if  it  be  right  to  form  a secret  politico-religious 
society  to  promote  this  “ Catholic  religion,”  in  all  countries, 
and  Mr.  Chandler  will  not  say  it  is  wrong,  why  is  it  not 
right  to  “ form  a secret  combination”  to  put  down  this  same 
Catholic  religion  in  this  free  country?  Mr.  Chandler  has 
no  objection  to  hear  a Jesuit  preach,  or  to  receive  from  the 
hands  of  a member  of  that  secret  order  the  consecrated 
wafer,  and  why,  on  his  broad  principles  of  charity  for  secret 
societies,  should  he  object  to  the  exercise  of  an  opposite, 
conscientious  right,  or  complain  that  members  of  another 
politico-religious  secret  combination  claim  the  right  to  put 
down  all  that  they  deem  antagonistic,  in  the  Catholic  sys- 
tem, to  the  liberties  of  this  country?  Mr.  Chandler  stands 


I 

on  the  broad  ground,  that  all  forms  of  religion  are  equal  in 
the  eye  of  the  law  of  this  land.  His  whole  position  is 
undermined  and  crushed,  if  he  claims  any  privilege  for  the 
“ Catholic  religion,”  or  its  exercise,  other  than  he  concedes 
to  his  Protestant  countrymen,  therefore,  we  regard  his  allu- 
sion to  the  “ secret  combination”  as  unfortunate  for  his 
argument. 

The  point  which  Mr.  Chandler  makes,  and  the  impression 
which  his  speech  is  well  calculated  to  produce,  is,  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  religious  dogmas  of  Pome,  which  can  ren- 
der  the  members  of  its  communion,  “ unsafe  citizens.”  AY e 
have  been  impressed  with  the  guarded  style  of  this  speech. 
It  has  been  framed  with  very  great  care.  There  is  a 
scholarly  regard  to  the  technicalties  of  controversy,  which 
shows  either  that  its  author  is  well  read,  or  that  others 
familiar  with  the  shades  of  meaning  attached  by  Roman 
Catholic  disputants,  to  certain  terms,  have  lent  him  a heifer 
to  plough  in  an  emergency.  Mr.  Chandler  is  merely  giving 
utterance  to  his  own  opinion  on  the  subject  of  the  Pope’s 
temporal  power,  and  fortifies  his  position,  first,  by  the 
authority  of  divers  Bishops  and  Archbishops,  nay,  by 
■‘every  Catholic  Bishop  and  Archbishop  of  the  United 
States.”  Their  opinions,  however,  singly  or  collectively, 
have  no  manner  of  weight  in  definitively  settling  a question 
of  this  kind.  They  cannot  constitute  “an  article  of  faith.’’ 
Great  stress  is  laid  upon  the  assertion  that  the  Pope’s  tem- 
poral supremacy  is  not  an  article  of  faith.  Xo  intelligent 
“ Catholic”  will  deny,  that  many  Doctors  of  the  Romish 
Church,  high  in  credit,  as  expounders  of  her  polity  and 
her  right,  have  given  it  as  their  opinion,  that  the  Pope  does 
possess  the  power,  the  authority,  the  right,  moral,  religious 
and  political,  to  absolve  the  subjects  of  any  government  on 
earth  from  their  allegiance,  in  order  to  promote  the  interest 
of  the  Roman  See.  He  will  not  deny  that  time  and  again 
the  Popes  of  Rome  have  done  this  thing;  he  only  denies 
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that  the  Pope’s  authority  in  this  respect,  his  right  to  do  so 
whenever,  and  as  often  as  the  welfare  of  Pome  may  seem  to 
demand  it,  is  “an  article  of  faith,”  weighing  upon  the  con- 
science of  the  faithful,  binding  them  to  the  obedience  of 
implicit  belief,  as  the  doctrine  of  Mary’s  immaculate  con- 
ception, must  henceforth  obligate,  weigh  and  bind ! 
This  distinction  constitutes,  it  will  be  seen,  a very  conve- 
nient harbor  of  refuge.  The  fact  that  certain  men  have 
taught  very  odious  doctrines  in  past  ages,  and  the  still  more 
awkward  fact,  that  the  Popes  have  claimed  and  exercised 
very  odious  prerogatives  cannot  be  used  to  the  legitimate 
annoyance,  much  less  the  righteous  condemnation  of  the 
system,  because  these  things  are  merely  matters  of  opinion, 
or  mayhap  of  discipline,  and  the  Catholic  Church  allows 
a large  liberty  in  moot  points  of  this  description,  until  such 
time  as  the  Pope  and  Council  deem  it  expedient  to  settle 
all  disputes  ex  cathedra,  and  then,  that  which  before  was  a 
case  at  large,  becomes  part  of  the  holy  canon,  from  which 
there  is  no  appeal.  Mr.  Chandler  adduces  the  opinion  of 
the  leading  Roman  Catholic  Universities  of  Europe,  on  the 
three  following  propositions,  submitted  to  them  at  the  re- 
quest of  Mr.  Pitt,  by  the  Catholics  of  London,  in  1789. 

1.  II  as  the  Pope,  or  Cardinals,  or  any  body  of  men,  or  any  individual 
of  the  Church  of  Rome,  any  civil  authority,  power,  jurisdiction,  or  pre- 
eminence whatsoever,  within  the  realm  of  England  ? 

2.  Can  the  Pope,  or  Cardinals,  or  any  body  of  men,  or  any  individual  of 
the  Church  of  Rome,  absolve  or  dispense  his  Majesty’s  subjects  from  their 
oath  of  allegiance,  upon  any  pretext  whatsoever  ? 

8.  Is  there  any  principle  in  the  tenets  of  the  Catholic  faith,  by  which 
Catholics  are  justified  in  not  keeping  faith  with  heretics,  or  other  persons 
differing  from  them  in  religious  opinions,  in  any  transaction,  either  of  a 
public  or  a private  nature  ? 

These  are  the  propositions.  Mr.  Chandler  says  “ honor- 
able gentlemen  will  perceive  that  they  are  skilfully  drawn, 
and  cover  the  whole  ground  of  dispute.”  That  may  be  all 
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so.  If,  however,  Mr.  Pitt  had  understood  Romanism,  as  a 
system,  he  could  have  saved  himself  the  trouble  of  asking, 
and  Roman  doctors  the  triumph  of  answering,  such  inqui- 
ries. He  asks  his  questions  as  a politician,  using  terms  in 
the  loose  sense  in  which  they  are  employed  on  ordinary  oc- 
casions. His  catechumens  respond  with  the  cold  rigidity  of 
practised  casuists,  and  laugh  in  their  sleeves  at  the  honest 
satisfaction  with  which  England’s  great  statesman  receives 
the  disavowal  of  the  learned  Universities.  Thus  when  he 
asks,  “ Is  there  any  principle  in  the  tenets  of  the  Catholic 
faith  by  which  Catholics  are  justified  in  not  keeping  faith 
with  heretics,  &c.  ? The  whole  issue  turns  upon  a prior 
question,  what  is  a tenet  of  the  Catholic  faith?  The  opinion 
of  ten  thousand  doctors  is  not  enough  to  consecrate  a ques- 
tion of  doctrine  and  settle  it  as  an  article  of  faith.  The 
opinion  of  all  the  Popes  since  St.  Peter's  day,  or  before,  for 
aught  we  care,  is  not  sufficient.  All  the  Universities  in 
Christendom  cannot  settle  it.  Though  the  doctors  in  the 
Council  of  Constance,  which  signalized  its  zeal  for  the  pure 
doctrine  and  the  pure  discipline  of  the  “ Catholic  Church,” 
by  sending  first  John  IIuss  and  then  Jerome  of  Prague,  to 
the  martyr’s  stake — though  the  doctors  of  that  holy  and 
oecumenical  council  did  express  the  opinion  that  “faith 
need  not  be  kept  with  heretics,”  and  thus  oiled  the  galled 
and  perjured  conscience  of  the  Emperor  Sigismund,  who  had 
given  a solemn,  safe  conduct  to  those  heroic  witnesses  for  a 
better  faith  and  a purer  discipline — the  Universities  will 
pardon  us ! yet  even  this  does  not  constitute  that  damna- 
ble docrine  a tenet  of  the  Catholic  faith,  in  its  proper  theo- 
logical sense.  It  is  a mere  matter  of  opinion,  and  the  faith 
of  the  faithful  is  not  bound  by  it  in  that  form ; and,  on  the 
other  hand,  if  the  University  of  Douay,  and  the  University 
of  Louvain,  and  the  University  of  Alcala,  and  the  Univer- 
sity of  Salamanca,  and  the  University  of  Valladolid,  and 
all  the  Universities  in  the  whole  universe,  should  de- 
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clare  that  the  tenets  or  principles  in  question  are  contrary 
to  “ Catholic  faith”  or  morals,  all  this  too  amounts  to  noth- 
ing definite,  for  it  is  merely  matter  of  opinion. 

This  thing,  which  plain  people  call  Popery,  is  of  all 
things  the  most  eminently  and  superlatively  unctuous  and 
slippery.  You  may  think  you  have  it,  but  when  you  are 
most  sure  of  your  game,  you  will  find,  like  the  honest 
Hibernian,  your  experience  will  often  lead  you  to  declare, 
that  when  you  put  your  finger  on  it  it  is  not  there.  This 
compend  of  infallible  truth  is  the  most  gloriously  uncertain 
thing  that  ever  was  devised.  Now,  we  are  asked,  what 
harm  can  Romanism  do  ? If  in  this  country,  its  profes- 
sors are  so  liberal,  why  say  a word  against  them?  We 
say  not  a word  against  its  professors,  but  against  the 
abominable  system  of  perfidy,  deceit,  oppression  and  fraud 
summed  up.  in  that  word  Popery,  we  can  never  say 
enough,  for  if  we  had  ten  thousand  tongues  and  ten  thou- 
sand lives,  we  never  could  enumerate  the  thousandth  part 
of  the  wrongs,  the  black,  blasphemous  wrongs,  which  the 
atrocious  system  has  inflicted  upon  bleeding,  prostrate, 
deluded  humanity ! Wrongs  entailed  upon  the  race 
through  successive  ages  of  imposture,  and  made  more 
enormous  and  blasphemous  because  perpetrated  in  the 
name  of  God  and  Christ,  and  Christianity ! We  charge 
these  wrongs  upon  the  system,  and  justly.  It  cannot 
escape  from  the  responsibility  by  a distinction  between 
matters  of  opinion  and  articles  of  faith ; for  the  system 
which  tolerates  such  latitude  of  opinion  is  just  as  guilty 
before  God  and  man  as  though  it  had  enclosed  them  in  the 
shrine  of  its  faith.  The  men  who  have  given  utterance  to 
these  dicta,  and  currency  to  these  opinions,  have  been 
caressed,  rewarded,  and  in  many  instances  canonized.  Take 
Bellarmine’s  famous  dictum  as  a sample  of  these  flexible 
opinions,  which  can  be  turned  like  a weather-cock  to  indi- 
cate the  wind’s  quarter,  or  spread  out  like  the  sail  to  catch 
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every  breath  that  can  urge  on  the  progress  of  this  Bomish 
craft.  Bellarmine  was  a Cardinal,  a Jesuit,  one  of  the 
most  astute  doctors  that  ever  defended  the  faith  as  it  is  in 
the  Pope ; this  man,  whose  works  were  formerly,  and  are 
still  in  some  part  of  the  Pontiff’s  domain,  regarded  almost 
as  oracles  of  “ Catholic”  wisdom,  and  who,  in  his  dying 
hour,  if  we  may  believe  his  eulogistic  biographers,  £<  be- 
queathed one-half  of  his  soul  to  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  the 
other  half  to  Jesus  Christ ;”  this  devout,  ardent  and  deter- 
mined apologist  for  Borne  and  all  her  enormities,  the  most 
subtle  dialectician  of  his  age,  in  all  her  communion,  gave 
it  as  his  opinion,  “ Heretics  when  strong  must  be  committed 
to  God — when  weak  to  the  executioner !”  In  -that 
terse  apothegm  he  has  sketched  Borne’s  policy  for  centu- 
ries ! Still  this  is  only  an  opinion,  it  is  not  a “ tenet  of  the 
Catholic  faith!”  Mr.  Chandler  recoils  from  it  as  cruel, 
abominable,  barbarous,  and  he  does  well.  But  here  is  a 
fact  worthy  of  note  : “ Though  no  writer  of  the  Bomish 
Church  ever  showed  more  zeal,  or  used  stronger  arguments 
to  prove  that  the  Pope  possessed  the  power  of  deposing 
sovereign  princes,  yet  his  treatise  about  the  power  of  the 
Pope  in  temporal  matters,  while  it  was  condemned  by  the 
Catholic  parliament  of  Paris,  as  dangerous  to  all  civil  gov- 
ernment, and  pushing  the  pretensions  of  the  popedom  to 
an  extravagant  excess,  was  placed  by  order  of  Sixtus  V. 
among  the  condemned  books  in  the  catalogue  of  the  Inqui- 
sition, because  he  asserted  that  the  deposing  power  of  the 
Pope  was  indirect  and  not  direct ; i.  e.  because  he  did  not 
sufficiently  maintain  the  papal  claim  to  universal  depotism 
as  sanctioned  by  the  immediate  fiat  of  heaven  ! !*”  Nov/ 
admit,  says  the  Bomanist,  that  Pope  Sixtus  V.  did  hold 
this  view,  that  does  not  constitute  it  a “ Catholic”  tenet  or 
an  article  of  faith.  Very  well.  It  is  a poor  rule  that  will 

* Preface  to  Bellarmine’s  Notes  of  the  Church-Examined,  &c.,  London, 
1840. 
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not  work  both  ways.  Neither  does  the  opposite  liberal 
opinion  quoted  by  Mr.  Chandler,  whether  expressed  by 
Pope  Leo,  or  Gregory  XVI.,  or  Pius  IX.,  render  their 
deliverance  an  authoritative  tenet.  These  are  all  matters 
of  opinion  l ! and  Rome  is  liberal,  allowing  the  largest 
kind  of  range  in  matters  of  opinion  in  a certain  direction, 
and  accomodating  her  opinions  to  the  stress  of  the  times 
with  a pliability  altogether  marvellous,  and  often  terribly 
perplexing  to  an  unsophisticated  mind  of  the  Puritan 
stamp. 

Vre  might  be  disposed,  perhaps,  to  ask,  wThat  becomes  of 
the  infallibility  of  the  Roman  Church  ? But  we  know  the 
answer.  All  these  discrepancies  have  nothing  to  do  with 
the  matter  at  all — for  Rome  is  infallible  only  in  her  articles 
of  faith.  When,  for  instance,  a question  has  long  been 
mooted  in  the  bosom  of  “ Catholic”  unity,  and  the  opinions 
of  the  Church  have  been  vibrating  between  the  poles  of 
controversy  for  weary  ages,  as  in  the  disputes  between  the 
Franciscans  and  Dominicans,  touching  the  immaculate 
conception  of  the  Virgin  Mary,  and  the  Pope  summons  a 
solemn  council — an  oecumenical  council,  represented  by 
“ Catholic”  prelates  from  all  parts  of  the  world,  and  after 
due  consultation  and  investigation,  aided  by  miracles  and 
prodigies,  the  decision  is  at  length  reached,  by  which 
Mary  is  proclaimed,  not  only  ever  virgin,  but  fre§  from 
all  taint  of  sin  in  her  very  nature,  then  what  was  before 
regarded  as  matter  of  opinion,  open  to  difference  of  senti- 
ment, becomes  a closed  question — an  article  of  faith — a 
tenet  of  the  Church — “Roma  locuta  est  causa  finita  est !” 
Then  controversy  among  the  faithful  is  at  an  end.  True, 
the  favorite  catchword  of  Roman  doctors  receives  some 
damage  in  this  clinching  of  the  nails  which  rivet  “ the  faith 
of  all  ages  ! !”  upon  the  consciences  of  all  good  “ Catholics,” 
“ Quod  ubique,  quod  semper,  quod  ab  omnibus !”  but  this 
is  a small  matter  to  casuists  of  that  school.  It  is  a mere 
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gnat  compared  with  the  camels,  which  their  strong  faith 
can  digest.  They  are  never  troubled  with  symptoms  of 
dyspepsia  in  things  spiritual.  The  doctrine  of  implicit 
obedience  to  the  Church  is  a cordial  which  neutralizes  or 
corrects  all  the  rebellious  acidity  of  unbelief.  Still  it  is 
asking  too  much  of  Protestants  to  regard  a system  with 
favor  which  seeks  to  evade  the  responsibility  that  right- 
eously attaches  to  it.  The  demand  is  unreasonable  when 
we  are  required  to  ignore  all  the  facts  of  history  and  all  the 
terrible  dogmas  of  persecution  and  all  the  present  cruel 
policy  of  Pome,  in  order  to  exercise  charity  for  a system  of 
impiety  and  fraud,  without  parallel  in  the  annals  of  the 
world ! The  fact,  the  startling,  terrible,  damning  fact 
remains,  written  on  many  a bloody  page  standing  out  in 
Rome’s  own  acts  at  the  present  day,  notorious  to  the  world 
and  execrated  by  every  true  friend  of  humanity,  whether 
Protestant  or  “Catholic,”  that  whenever  Rome  has  had 
the  power  to  persecute,  she  has  never  failed  to  use  it ! She 
has  always  been  cruel,  always  perfidious,  always  despotic, 
when  she  has  had  her  own  way.  Her  policy  is  so  well 
expressed  by  the  Rhemish  annotators  on  the  New  Testa- 
ment, that  despite  of  her  repudiations  of  their  handiwork 
in  Protestant  neighborhoods,  we  must  quote  them.  Com- 
menting on  Matthew  xiii.  29,  these  doctors  give  the  fol- 
lowing opinion,  on  the  propriety  of  plucking  up  the  tares. 
“ The  good  must  tolerate  the  evil,  when  it  is  so  strong  that 
it  cannot  be  redressed  without  danger  and  disturbance  of 
the  whole  Church  and  commit  the  matter  to  God’s  judg- 
ment in  the  latter  day.  Otherwise  when  ill  men,  be  they 
Heretics  or  other  malefactors,  may  be  punished,  or  sup- 
pressed without  disturbance  and  hazard  of  the  good,  they 
may  and  ought  by  public  authority,  either  spiritual  or 
temporal,  to  be  chastised  or  executed.” 

This,  however,  is  only  matter  of  opinion,  it  is  not  by 
any  means,  a tenet  of  the  Catholic  faith  ! No  ! And  yet, 
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when  has  Rome  ever  failed  to  reduce  that  theory  to  prac- 
tice ? Oil!  This  poor  world  groans  in  pain,  the  very  heart 
of  the  crushed  earth  heaves  within  her  in  loathing  of 
Rome’s  oppression ! From  the  caverns  of  inquisitorial 
wrath,  in  the  dark  recesses  of  secret  impiety,  monstrous 
blasphemy  and  infernal  cruelty,  which  have  resounded 
until  heaven  is  weary,  with  the  cries  of  tortured  innocence, 
the  answer  comes  back,  swelling  as  it  rolls  on  over  the 
graves  of  Rome’s  murdered  victims  in  every  quarter  of  the 
globe ; Rome  has  never  ! never  ! never  failed  to  persecute 
when  she  has  had  the  power.  But  this  is  only  ancient 
policy  ! How  can  Rome’s  policy  be  antiquated  ? Her  boast  is, 
“ Idem,  semper,  ubique  !”  The  same  always  and  every 
where  ! Not,  pardon  the  solecism,  never  and  no  where  alike  ! 
Not,  the  creature  of  circumstances ! Not,  the  pliant  tool 
of  hell!  No!  But  always  and  every  where  the  chaste 
spouse  of  Jesus  Christ ! Matchless  effrontery ! But  is  this 
policy  antiquated?  Are  these  teachings  obsolete?  They 
are  not.  Obsolete  ! What  then  means  the  insertion  in 
Moral  Theologies  for  the  use  of  Seminaries  of  such  didactics 
as  the  following,  which  we  have  culled  from  Dens’  Theology, 
published  in  Mechlin,  an  Archiepiscopal  See,  A.  D.  1839. 
“ Baptized  infidels,  such  as  heretics  and  apostates,  usually 
are,  also  baptized  schismatics,  may  be  compelled,  even  by 
corporeal  punishments,  to  return  to  the  Catholic  faith,  and 
the  unity  of  the  Church.  The  reason  is,  because  these  by 
baptism  have  become  subject  to  the  Church,  and  therefore 
the  Church  has  jurisdiction  over  them,  and  the  power  of 
compelling  them  through  appointed  means,  to  obedience, 
and  to  fulfil  the  obligations  contracted  in  baptism. 

“ However  it  is  not  always  expedient  for  the  Church  to 
exercise  this  right.” 

Not  always  expedient  ! There,  for  once.  Dens  utters 
words  of  truths  and  soberness;  but  lest  there  should  be 
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any  doubt,  he  says  farther,  after  speaking  of  the  toleration 
of  the  rites  of  the  Jews  : 

“ The  rights  of  other  infidels,  viz.,  pagans  and  heretics, 
in  themselves  considered,  are  not  to  be  tolerated,  because 
they  are  so  bad  that  no  truth  or  advantage  for  the  good  of 
the  Church  can  be  thence  derived,  except,  however,  unless 
greater  evils  would  follow,  or  greater  benefits  be  hindered!" 
A wise  exception  again  ! 

Speaking  of  heresy,  he  says,  “ It  is  not  to  be  tried  or 
proved,  but  extirpated,  unless  there  may  be  reasons  which 
may  render  it  advisable  that  it  should  be  tolerated." 
And  once  more,  after  specifying  divers  penalties  which 
are  due  to  the  crime  of  heresy,  this  exponent  of  Romish 
doctrine  for  the  use  of  students  for  the  priesthood,  comes 
to  the  point  in  this  dashing  style  : 

Are  heretics  rightly  punished  with  death?” 

St.  Thomas  (Aquinus,)  answers,  (2,  2,  Quess.  xi.  Art.  3, 
in  corp.)  Yes  ! Because  forgers  of  money,  or  other  dis- 
turbers of  the  state,  are  justly  punished  with  death;  there- 
fore, also,  heretics,  who  are  forgers  of  the  faith,  and  as 
experience  shows,  grievously  disturb  the  state  ?” 

These  sayings  and  teachings  are  not  obsolete.  They  are 
not  yet  twenty  years  old.  They  are  awkward  expressions, 
somewhat  uncouth,  it  must  be  admitted,  only  let  it  be 
remembered,  these  are  merely  opinions,  they  are  not  articles 
of  faith  ! The  candid  reader  understands  the  distinction. 

Take  another  fact.  The  Bull  in  Coma  Domini  which  is 
pronounced_  annually  at  Rome,  by  the  Pope  in  person,  on 
every  Thursday  before  Easter,  is  a bull  of  maledictions,  in 
which  all  Protestant  denominations  on  earth  that  he  has 
any  knowledge  of,  and  some  others  that  are  not  Protestant, 
are  incontinently  cursed  byname,  by  the  Holy  Father,  in 
full  pontifical  and  canonical  robes. 

Take  another  fact.  The  Encyclical  letter  of  the  present 
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Pontiff,  at  his  inauguration,  denounces  in  set  terms,  “liberty 
of  conscience,”  as  a most  detestable  error. 

So  much  then,  by  way  of  theoretical  exponent  of  the 
present  teachings  not  of  the  Church  but  of  her  functiona- 
ries. What  are  the  practical  workings  of  the  system  in 
Italy — in  Rome  itself?  During  the  brief  period  of  the 
supremacy  of  the  Italian  patriots,  the  Inquisition  at  Rome 
was  opened — its  halls  of  torture  were  laid  bare  to  the 
public — its  wretched  victims  were  set  at  liberty,  wherever 
found — now,  the  Pope  has  restored  that  tribunal,  whose 
atrocity,  no  language  can  sufficiently  define  or  execrate.  If 
the  venerable  Pontiff  had  power  to  set  up  a similar  institu- 
tion in  this  land,  would  he  fail  to  do  here,  what  he  does  at 
Rome?  Will  the  learned  Bishops  and  Archbishops  of  the 
“ Catholic  Church,”  in  the  United  States  favor  the  inquir- 
ing and  deeply  interested  millions,  whose  eyes  are  turned  ' 
upon  them,  with  an  answer?  Probably  not.  If  they 
were  to  do  so,  for  one,  we  would  not  believe  them,  if  they 
should  tell  us,  no  ! Why  not  ? Because  there  is  so  much 
mystification  in  the  shape  of  mental  reservation  about  the 
casuistry  of  their  doctors  in  theology,  that  we  do  not  know 
how  to  take  them.  The  quibbles  of  Jesuits  are  so  noto- 
rious— their  prevarications  and  distinctions  are  so  endless, 
that  they  beggar  all  credulity  in  the  range  of  sophistry 
which  their  casuistry  allows.  But,  surely,  the  Bishops  are 
not  of  this  class  ? If  they  are  trained  in  the  school  of  Dens, 
they  are  certainly  better  than  if  taught  by  the  maxims  of 
St.  Alphonso  Liguori;  but  in  even  the  former  case,  we 
should  be  somewhat  uncertain  whether  we  fully  understood 
their  denial. 

Sacramental  confession,  as  it  is  called,  occupies  a prominent  place  in  the 
category  of  duties  enjoined  by  the  Church  of  Rome.  The  priest,  as  is 
well  known,  is  bound  to  maintain  inviolate  the  secrets  submitted  to  him  in 
the  confessional.  If  he  betrays  his  penitent  by  word  or  sign,  or  in  any 
other  way,  he  incurs  the  penalty  of  deposition  from  the  priestly  office  and 
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perpetual  penance.  It  will  readily  be  understood,  that  cases  may  arise  in 
which  a father  confessor  may  be  put  in  possession  of  important  information 
affecting  the  life,  liberty,  or  happiness  of  an  individual,  or  even  menacing 
the  stability  of  the  state  and  government,  so  that  the  safety  of  that  person, 
or  the  deliverance  of  the  civil  authorities  from  impending  ruin,  may  hinge 
entirely  upon  the  disclosure  of  the  facts  which  have  come  to  his  knowledge. 
The  “ powers  that  be,”  may  be  apprised  of  the  fact  that  the  priest  possesses 
this  critical  information,  and  now  the  inquiry  arises,  what  is  the  priest  to  do 
under  such  circumstances.  Dens  discusses  the  question  at  length,  and 
arrives  at  the  startling  decision,  that  no  circumstances  whatever  can  justify 
the  disclosure  of  anything  learned  at  the  confessional,  and  asserts  this, 
“although  the  life  or  salvation  of  a man,  or  the  ruin  of  the  state  should 
depend  upon  it  ; nor  can  the  pope  give  any  dispensation  in  this  case ; so 
that  this  secret  of  the  seal  is,  therefore,  more  binding  than  the  obligation  of 
an  oath,  vow,  natural  secret,  &c.,  and  this  from  the  positive  will  of  God.” 
He  then  proceeds  to  make  the  following  explanations  in  answer  to  obvious 
questions  which  he  himself  suggests  : “ What,  therefore,  must  a confessor 
reply,  who  is  asked  concerning  the  truth,  which  he  has  learned  through 
sacramental  confession  alone  ? 

“ Ans.  He  must  reply  that  he  does  not  know  it,  and  if  it  is  necessary,  he 
must  confirm  the  same  with  an  oath. 

Obj.  In  no  case  is  it  lawful  to  lie,  but  this  confessor  would  lie,  because 
he  knows  the  truth  ; therefore,  &c. 

“ Ans.  I deny  the  minor  ; because  such  a confessor  is  interrogated  as  a 
man,  and  answers  as  a man.  But  now  he  does  not  know  this  truth  as  a 
man,  although  he  may  know  it  as  God,  says  St.  Thomas;  and  this 
sense  is  naturally  in  the  answer,  for  when  he  is  questioned,  or  replies  out 
of  confession,  he  is  considered  as  a man. 

“ What  if  it  be  directly  asked  by  the  confessor,  whether  he  knows  this 
from  sacramental  confession  ? 

“ Ans.  In  this  case  he  need  answer  nothing;  so  Steyaert  with  'Sylvius  ; 
but  the  question  is  to  be  rejected  as  impious  : or  also,  he  might  say,  abso- 
lutely, not  relatively  to  the  question  : 1 know  nothing : because  the  word 
1 restricts  to  human  knowledge. 

“ Likewise,  if  a confessor  be  cited  in  a jndicial  case,  that  he  may  give 
his  reason  for  refusing  absolution,  he  must  protest  that  in  this  case,  he 
acknowledges  no  superior,  except  God.” 

It  is  almost  impossible  to  read  the  fearful  assumption  of  the  divine  pre- 
rogative, where  it  is  asserted  that  the  priest  knows  none  of  the  things 
learned  in  the  confessional  as  a man,  although  he  may  know  them  As  God, 
without  being  forcibly  reminded  of  the  prediction  of  Paul  in  his  second 

epistle  to  the  Thessalonians,  in  which  he  speaks  of  the  man  of  sin,  u the 
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son  of  perdition,  who  opposeth  and  exalteth  himself  above  all  that  is  called 
God  or  worshipped ; so  that  he  AS  God,  sitteth  in  the  temple  of  God, 
showing  himself  that  he  is  God.”  What  makes  the  verification  of  this 
prediction  the  more  explicit,  is  the  fact  that  it  is  in  the  confessional — in  the 
temple  only — that  the  priest  usurps  this  awful  authority.  What  are  we  to 
think  of  the  morality  of  priests  whose  principles  require  them  to  maintain 
their  vows  by  direct  perjury?  And  what  must  the  influence  of  such  men’s 
casuistry  be  upon  public  faith  and  honesty  ?”* 

We  admit,  if  you  inquire  of  a Bishop,  a priest,  or  an 
intelligent  layman, — Sir,  is  it  true,  that  the  doctors  of  the 
Romish  Church  sanction  falsehood,  under  any  circum- 
stances? They  will  answer,  so  far  from  it,  oar  theology 
utterly  forbids  lying : — Dens,  e.  g.,  says  in  so  many  words, 

“ it  is  not  lawful  to  lie but  the  trouble  is  to  find  out  what 
they  mean  by  falsehood  and  lying.  Should  a priest  swear 
before  a Court  of  justice,  that  he  is  ignorant  of  what  he  has 
learned  through  the  confessional,  he  is  taught  by  this  same 
Dens  that  such  denial,  though  confirmed  by  an  oath,  is  not 
lying,  because  what  he  knows  in  the  confessional,  he  knows 
only  as  God  and  not  as  man,  whereas  he  is  questioned  as  a. 
man,  and  answers  as  a man.  The  theology  of  Liguori,  who 
is  canonized  as  a saint,  and  invoked  by  the  faithful, 
abounds  in  the  nicest  kind  of  distinctions,  and  unless  a man 
has  been  well  trained,  so  as  to  understand  the  difference, 
he  might  be  at  a loss  to  know  when  he  is  speaking  the 
truth,  or  whether  he  ever  speaks  it  at  all.  This  theologian 
supposes  a case  like  this,  “ It  is  asked,  whether  a servant, 
by  direction  of  his  master  may  say,  that  his  master  is  not 
at  home?”  Says  Liguori,  “ It  is  admitted  by  Card  that  he 
can  strike  his  foot  against  a stone,  and  answer  he  is  not 
here.  But  to  this,”  the  saint  adds,  u I do  not  agree,  if  the 
person  who  asks  the  question  is  utterly  unable  to  observe 
this,”  (i.  e.  the  motion  of  the  foot.)  “ I would  rather  grant 
that  the  servant  might  answer,  ‘ he  is  not  here,’  that  is,  he 


* See  tbe  Author’s  Prize  Essay  on  Church  and  State. 
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is  not  in  this  door,  or  at  this  window,  he  is  not  here,  so  as 
to  be  seen.”  Surely,  if  the  Apostle  Paul  could  address  an 
assembly  of  such  divines,  he  would  have  some  reason  to 
repeat  his  homely  admonition,  “Lie  not  one  to  another, 
brethren.”  Jesuits  of  this  school  are  taught  to  lie  with 
hands  and  feet  and  eyes,  to  say  nothing  of  their  tongue. 
They  will  speak  lies  in  hypocrisy.  It  is  their  way,  and  it 
is  a very  bad  one. 

In  view  of  all  this,  the  reader  will  be  prepared  for  the 
inference,  that  it  would  cost  the  universities  to  which  Mr. 
Pitt  addressed  his  inquiries,  very  little  trouble  to  answer 
them.  Even  without  the  aid  of  any  distinction  between  an 
opinion  and  a tenet,  a deliverance  and  an  article  of  faith, 
there  is  a direct  way  of  solving  the  Gordian  knot,  and  these 
Roman  gentlemen  are  Alexanders  in  the  solution  of  knotty 
questions. 

Suppose  that  at  some  future  day  the  Pope  should  summon 
another  council  to  meet  at  Rome,  and  definitively  settle  this 
question  about  the  temporal  power  of  the  Pontiff,  and  the 
point  should  be  decided,  that  the  Holy  Father  is  in  very 
deed  what  the  canonists  call  him — “ Deus  alter  in  terris” — 
a second  God  in  all  lands , and  that  he  has  power  to  absolve 
subjects  from  their  oath  of  allegiance  and  do  all  the  other 
lordly  acts  which  belong  to  this  awful  prerogative,  how  then  ? 
The  matter  then  is  changed  from  an  opinion  to  an  article 
of  faith,  and  it  becomes  binding  on  the  faithful.  In  that 
case  Mr.  Chandler  would  be  on  his  knees,  or  at  the  foot  of 
the  altar,  praying  for  the  overthrow  of  the  usurper.  Vfe 
do  not  doubt  it,  only  then  it  would  follow  that  Mr.  Chand- 
ler would  no  longer  be  a “ Catholic,”  but  a rebel  against  his 
Lord,  the  Pope.  All  this,  however,  is  mere  supposition, 
and  we  may  add,  gratuitous  hypothesis,  because  in  fact,  the 
question  has  been  settled  long  ago,  as  definitively  as  any 
article  of  faith  that  Rome  ever  invented. 

The  reader  will  permit  us  to  refer  to  a former  publication 
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of  our  own,  entitled  “Cliurcli  and  State,”  a prize  essay, 
designed  as  a warning  against  Rome’s  influence  upon  the 
civil  and  religious  institutions  of  the  country.  The  follow- 
ing extracts  will  be  in  place  : — 

The  Church  of  Rome  demands  that  her  clergy  he  exempted  from  taking 
an  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  secular  powers,  and  forbids  her  priests  to  take 
any  such  oath  if  required  of  them.  The  great  Lateran  Council  under  Inno- 
cent III.,  canon  forty-three,  asserts  this  dangerous  prerogative.  The  de- 
crees of  this  council,  as  it  is  enrolled  among  those  which  are  denominated 
oecumenical,  are  binding  upon  the  church,  and  it  is,  therefore,  to-day  as 
much  a law  of  the  papacy  as  ever  it  was,  that  the  Roman  clergy  shall  be 
exempt  from  all  oaths  of  allegiance  to  the  secular  power.  The  language 
of  that  council  is  as  follows  : “ Nimis  de  jure  divino  quidam  laici  usurpare 
conantur,  cum  viros  ecclesiasticos  nihil  temporale  continentes,  ad  praestan- 
dum  sibi  fidelitatis  juramentum  compellunt.  * * * Sacri  auctoritate 

concilii  prohibemus,  ne  tales  clerici  personis  secularibus  praestare  cogantur 
hujusmodi  juramentum,”  &c.,  i.  e.  Some  laymen  attempt  to  usurp  too 
much  of  the  divine  right,  when  they  compel  ecclesiastics  who  possess  nothing 
temporal  to  take  an  oath  of  fidelity  to  them.  * * * By  the  authority  of  the 
holy  council  we  forbid  that  such  clergy  be  compelled  to  take  an  oath  of 
this  kind  to  secular  persons,  &c.  In  the  canon  law  this  decree  is  confirmed; 
various  reasons  are  assigned  why  the  secular  powers  ought  not  to  exact  an 
oath  of  allegiance  from  ecclesiastics,  and  it  is  asserted  that  such  oaths,  if 
made,  are  not  binding  upon  the  conscience.  The  broad  principle  is  asserted 
that  no  oath  which  involves  any  consequence  or  result  that  would  be  preju- 
dicial to  the  interests  of  the  church  can  be  regarded  as  valid,  and  that,  so 
far  from  being  promises  of  obligation,  they  are  in  fact  perjuries.  “ Non 
juramenta  sed  perjuria  potius  dicenda,  quae  contra  utilitatem  ecclesiasti- 
cam,”  &c.  (See  the  Bull  given  at  Route,  July  1,  1580,  prefixed  to  the 
corpus  juris  canonici.) 

All  the  bishops  of  the  Church  of  Rome  are  required  to  swear  absolute 
allegiance  and  fidelity  to  the  Rope,  and  consequently  cannot  take  a similar 
oath  of  fealty  to  any  other  government.  The  pope’s  interest  must  always 
be  paramount,  and  if  a conflict  should  arise  between  the  duty  which  a 
Roman  prelate  owes  to  the  government,  and  the  allegiance  which  he  has 
promised  to  the  pope,  the  latter  must  have  the  preference.  The  oath  pre- 
scribed by  the  Roman  ritual  has  been  published  with  the  approbation  of 
Bp.  Ivenrick,  of  Philadelphia,  and  as  we  prefer  presenting  it  to  our  readers 
in  the  form  in  which  it  is  least  offensive  to  Roman  Catholics,  we  shall  avail 
ourselves  of  the  version  furnished  in  a tract  published  by  Eugene  Cummis- 
key,  of  Philadelphia,  entitled  “ Form  of  Consecration  of  a Bishop  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church,  according  to  the  Latin  Rite,  with  Explanations.” 

Form  of  the  Oatii. — “I,  N.,  elect  of  the  church  of  N.,  shall  be  from 
this  hour  henceforward  faithful  and  obedient  to  blessed  Peter,  the  Apostle, 
&c.,  and  to  the  holy  Roman  church,  and  to  our  Lord  N.,  Pope  N.,  and  to 
his  successors  canonically  chosen.  I shall  not,  either  by  consent  or  action, 
have  any  share  in  any  plot  against  their  life  or  limb,  or  to  arrest  them  un- 
lawfully, or  to  lay  violent  hands  on  them  in  any  way,  or  to  inflict  any  inju- 
ries under  any  pretext.  I shall  disclose  to  no  one  to  their  prejudice, 
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knowingly,  the  counsel  which  they  may  communicate  to  me,  either  by 
themselves,  or  by  their  messengers,  or  letters.  I shall  assist  them  to  retain 
and  defend  against  any  man  whatever,  the  Roman  popedom,  and  the  pri- 
vileges of  St.  Peter,  without  prejudice  to  my  rank.  I shall  treat  honorably 
the  legate  of  the  apostolic  see,  going  and  returning,  and  I shall  relieve  him 
in  his  necessities.  I shall  take  care  to  preserve,  defend,  increase,  and  pro- 
mote the  rights,  honors,  privileges,  and  authority  of  the  holy  Roman  church, 
of  our  lord  the  pope,  and  of  his  successors  as  aforesaid.  Nor  shall  I par- 
ticipate in  any  plot,  or  act,  or  transaction,  wherein  anything  unjust  or  pre- 
judicial to  their  persons,  right,  honor,  state,  and  power  may  be  devised 
against  our  said  lord,  or  the  said  Roman  church.  And  should  I know  that 
such  things  are  treated  of,  or  attempted,  I shall  hinder  them  to  the  best  of 
my  power,  and  as  speedily  as  possible  I shall  signify  it  to  our  said  lord,  or 
to  another,  through  whom  it  may  come  to  his  knowledge.  With  my  whole 
strength  I shall  observe,  and  cause  to  be  observed  by  others,  the  rules  of 
the  holy  fathers,  the  decrees,  ordinances,  or  dispositions,  reservations,  pro- 
visions, and  mandates  of  the  apostolic  see.  According  to  my  ability,  I shall 
pursue  and  impugn  heretics,  schismatics,  and  rebels  against  our  said  lord 
or  his  successors  as  aforesaid.  When  called  to  a Synod,  I shall  come,  unless 
I be  prevented  by  a canonical  impediment.  I shall  personally  visit  the 
apostolic  see  once  every  ten  years,  and  render  an  account  to  our  lord,  and 
his  successors  as  aforesaid,  of  my  whole  pastoral  office,  and  of  every  thing 
in  any  way  appertaining  to  the  state  of  my  church,  to  the  discipline  of  the 
clergy  and  people,  and  to  the  salvation  of  the  souls  intrusted  to  my  care, 
and  I shall  humbly  receive  in  return  the  apostolic  mandates,  and  most  dili- 
gently execute  them.  But  if  I be  prevented  by  a lawful  impediment,  I 
shall  perform  all  the  things  aforesaid  by  a certain  messenger  specially 
authorized  for  this  purpose,  taken  from  my  chapter,  or  by  some  other  one 
in  ecclesiastical  dignity  or  otherwise  in  office ; or  in  failure  of  both,  by  a 
priest  of  the  diocese,  or  should  my  clergy  altogether  fail,  by  some  other 
secular  or  regular  priest  of  tried  virtue  and  piety,  well  instructed  on  all  the 
above  subjects.  And  I shall  furnish  lawful  evidence  of  the  impediment, 
and  forward  it  by  the  aforesaid  messenger,  to  the  cardinal  reporter  of  the 
congregation  of  the  sacred  council. 

“ I shall  not  sell,  nor  give  away,  nor  mortgage,  nor  enfeoff  anew,  nor  in 
any  way  alienate  the  possessions  belonging  to  my  table,  even  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  chapter  of  my  church,  without  the  leave  of  the  Roman  pontiff. 
And  should  I proceed  to  any  alienation  of  them,  I am  willing  to  contract 
by  the  very  fact  the  penalties  specified  in  the  constitution  published  on  this 
subject.” 

The  points  which  are  worthy  of  special  notice  in  the  above  oath,  as  evi- 
dence of  the  truth  of  our  proposition,  are  the  following : 

1.  The  bishop  pledges  himself  not  to  discover  the  pope’s  councils,  when- 
ever the  disclosure  would  be  detrimental  to  his  interests.  No  matter  what 
treasonable  designs  the  pontiff  may  have  upon  our  liberties,  no  bishop  may 
divulge  them ; his  oath  binds  him  to  inviolable  secrecy. 

2.  The  lishop  is  fully  committed  in  defence  of  all  the  pope’s  privileges 
“ against  any  man  whatever,”  without  exception  or  reservation.  There  is 
no  room  for  questioning  on  which  side  Roman  Catholic  prelates  will  be 
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found,  if  ever  the  government  of  our  country  should  pursue  a line  of  policy 
prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  the  papacy. 

3.  If  there  were,  the  doubt  is  dissipated  by  the  solemn  oath  of  every 
Roman  prelate,  that  he  will  “ take  care  to  preserve,  defend,  increase,  and 
promote  the  rights,  honors,  privileges,  and  authority  of  the  Holy  Roman 
Church,  of  his  Lord  the  Pope,  and  of  his  successors/' — and  if  anythiug 
prejudicial  to  their  interests  be  attempted,  the  prelate  swears  that  to  the 
best  of  his  power  he  will  hinder  it. 

Without  proceeding  farther  at  present  in  the  examination  of  this  oath, 
we  leave  the  reader  to  determine  how  it  is  possible  for  persons  who  are  com- 
pelled to  swear  absolute  obedience  and  fidelity  to  the  pope,  to  be  faithful  to 
the  civil  government,  which  protects  them  in  the  enjoyment  of  equal  rights. 
To  us  it  appears  that  the  obligation  by  which  the  Roman  prelate  is  bound 
to  the  pope,  as  his  vassal,  involves  treason  against  the  state. 

We  proceed  to  offer  farther  testimony  as  evidence  that  the  papacy  claims 
superiority  over  all  secular  power: 

The  Council  of  Trent  publicly  avoirs  the  doctrine  of  the  exemption  of  the 
clergy  from  the  jurisdiction  of  cdl  secular  powers.  The  language  of  that 
council  in  the  original  Latin  is  as  follows  : “ Causae  criminates  graviores 
contra  Episcopos,  ab  ipso  tan  turn  Romano  Pontifice  cognoscantur,  ac  termi- 
neantur;  et  minores,  in  Concilio  tantum  provinciali  cognoscantur,  et  termi- 
neantur."  “ Greater  criminal  accusations  against  the  bishops  can  be  in- 
vestigated and  decided  only  by  the  Roman  pontiff  himself,  and  minor  causes 
can  be  investigated  and  decided  only  in  a provincial  council.”  Council  of 
Trent,  Sess.  24,  De  Reformat,  cap.  5,  and  Session  13,  De  Reformat,  cap.  8. 

Let  it  be  remembered  that  the  Council  of  Trent  is  the  grand  exponent  of 
the  doctrines  and  policy  of  the  papacy,  and  that  its  decrees  are  as  binding 
upon  the  church  at  this  hour,  as  they  were  after  receiving  the  seal  of  ponti- 
fical approbation,  immediately  after  their  ratification  by  the  Bull  of  Pius 
IV.  Every  Roman  ecclesiastic  is  bound  by  a solemn  oath  to  abide  by  the 
decisions  of  this  council.  The  form  of  the  oath  may  be  found  in  the  pro- 
fession in  the  bull  above-mentioned;  in  it,  the  passage  occurs:  “ Omnia  a 
sacris  canonibus  et  oecumenicis  concilliis  et  prtecipue  a sancta  synodo  Tri- 
dentina  definita,  indubitanter  recipere  ac  profited  spondeo,  voveo,  juro.” 
“Ido  promise,  vow,  and  swear  unhesitatingly  to  receive  and  profess  all 
things  defined  by  the  sacred  canons  and  oecumenical  councils,  and  especially 
by  the  Holy  Synod  of  Trent.”  Whatever  appeal,  therefore,  may  be  made 
by  way  of  rebutting  this  testimony  to  the  present  position  of  the  Roman 
hierarchy  in  this  country,  the  plea  cannot  affect  the  case  at  issue ; their 
principles  remain  the  same,  although,  as  we  shall  see  presently,  expediency 
may  at  times  suggest  the  propriety  of  waiving  the  right.  It  is  never  expe- 
dient for  the  church  to  use  this  right,  when  she  lacks  the  ability.  But  the 
proof  of  our  assertion  does  not  depend  merely  upon  this  evidence.  It  is  a 
constantly  received  doctrine  at  Rome,  that  the  clergy  and  ecclesiastics  gene- 
rally cannot  be  the  subjects  of  any  power  except  the  papal,  and  that  they 
owe  allegiance  to  the  pope  only.  This  can  be  substantiated  by  an  appeal 
to  the  canon  law,  to  the  decrees  of  councils,  and  to  the  decretal  epistles  of 
the  popes.  More  than  this,  by  the  same  testimony  we  can  show  the  doc- 
trine of  the  papacy  to  he  that  its  clergy  are  superior  to  the  civil  magistrates 
in  authority. 


In  the  body  of  canon  law  approved  by  Pope  Gregory  XIII.,  and  pub- 
lished at  Rome,  A-  D.,  1580,  we  find  this  caption  over  one  of  its  chapters: 
“ The  empire  is  not  superior , but  subject  to  the  priesthood . Immediately 
upon  this  startling  assumption,  follows  the  sentence — “ The  bishop  ought 
not  to  be  subject , but  superior  to  princes.”  “ Episcopus  non  debet  subesse 
principibus,  sed  prseesse.”  This  position  is  sustained  by  the  authority  of 
Innocent  III.  Panormiton,  a distinguished  canonist,  lays  down  the  general 
principles,  that  the  emperor  is  subject  to,  and  bound  to  obey  the  priest.  The 
clergy  is  in  no  way  subject  to  the  laity,  and  this  by  the  lain  of  God.  Pope 
Martin  V.,  cites  the  decretal  of  Innocent  III.,  and  confirms  it,  and  his  own 
decretal  affirms  that,  layman  have  no  authority  over  the  clergy , ecclesiastical 
persons,  or  their  goods.  Pope  Urban  VI.,  approves  the  position  of  his  pre- 
decessors, and  improves  upon  them  by  declaring,  all  laymen  of  what  emi- 
nence soever  ivho  exercise  any  jurisdiction  over  ecclesiastics,  sacrilegious  and 
excommunicated,  together  with  all  who  assist,  abet,  or  defend  them. 

The  college  of  Bononia  asserts  the  truth  of  three  propositions,  namely  : 
1.  “ Kings  have  no  coercive  power  over  ecclesiastics.  2.  Ecclesiastics  can- 
not be  sued  or  called  to  account  before  any  escept  their  ecclesiastical  supe- 
rior. 8.  The  exemption  of  the  clergy  is  in  the  judgment  of  all  of  divine 
right,  so  that  they  cannot  be  judged,  or  punished  by  any  secular  power, 
even  the  highest.”  The  original  words  are  : — 1.  “ Reges  non  habent  potes- 
tatern  coactivam  in  Ecclesiasticos.  2.  Ecclesiastici  non  possunt  conveniri, 
nisi  coram  supcriori  suo  ecclesiastico.  3.  Exemptio  elericorum  est  ex  om- 
nium sententia,  de  jure  divino,  ita  ut  a potestatibus  secularibus,  etiam 
supremis,  judicari  aut  condemnari  nequeant.”  (Collegii  Bononiensis  Re- 
sponsum  pro  libertate  Eccles.  Bonon,  1607,  Sect.  21,  46,  &c.) 

Sufficient  evidence  has  been  adduced  from  the  alleged  principles  of  the 
Church  of  Rome,  to  show  that  they  are  subversive  of  all  good  government, 
and  that,  to  be  consistent  with  herself,  she  is  bound  by  all  means  in  her 
power  to  exalt  the  ecclesiastical  above  the  civil  government.  She  claims 
supremacy  over  all  secular  authority,  and  however  pertinaciously  this  may 
be  denied,  her  principles  and  her  practice  fully  substantiate  the  truth.  We 
propose  now  to  advert  to  the  practical  elucidation  of  our  proposition,  and 
by  a direct  appeal  to  facts,  to  show  that  in  every  century  subsequent  to  the 
assumption  by  the  Pope  of  Rome  of  the  title  of  Universal  Bishop,  down  to 
the  period  of  the  Reformation,  the  papacy  has  not  only  asserted  the  supre- 
macy of  which  we  speak,  but  has  actually  exercised  it. 

Century  VII. — It  was  in  this  period  that  Boniface  III.  obtained  for 
himself  and  his  successors  the  title  of  Universal  Bishop,  and  procured  the 
recognition  of  the  Church  of  Rome  as  the  head  of  all  other  churches.  The 
supremacy  over  temporal  princes  and  powers,  seems  not  to  have  been  arro- 
gated in  this  century,  already  sufficiently  signalized  by  the  usurpation  of 
universal  ecclesiastical  authority. 

Century  VIII. — In  this  century  Leo  Isaurus,  Emperor  of  Constanti- 
nople, was  excommunicated  by  Pope  Gregory  II.,  his  country  was  given  to 
the  Lombards,  by  which  arrangement  the  western  empire  was  eventually 
shared  betweeen  the  Pope  and  the  King  of  Prance. 

Childeric,  King  of  France,  was  deposed  by  Pope  Zacharias  I.,  and  shut 
up  in  a monastery,  and  Pepin,  the  son  of  Charles  Martel,  was,  by  command 
of  the  pope,  anointed  king  in  his  stead. 
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Constantine  Copronymus,  Emperor  of  the  East,  having  incurred  the  dis- 
pleasure of  Pope  Paul  I.,  by  demolishing  the  sacred  images,  the  pope 
threatened  to  excommunicate  him,  if  he  did  not  forthwith  restore  the 
images  of  the  saints. 

Century  IX. — Pope  Adrian  II.,  commanded  Charles  Calvus,  King  of 
Prance,  to  present  the  case  of  Hencmarus,  Bishop  of  Lyons,  for  adjudica- 
tion before  the  Apostolic  See.  Charles,  however,  returned  the  independent 
answer — “ that  the  kings  of  France  had  ever  been  sovereign  lords  in  their 
own  country,  but  never  the  vicegerents  or  vassals  of  bishops,  and  that  he 
would  not  permit  any  man,  who  had  been  condemned  in  a lawful  council  in 
his  dominions,  to  make  appeal  to  Rome.” 

Pope  Stephen  VI.,  annulled  the  inauguration  of  the  Emperor  Arnulph, 
and  installed  Albert  or  Lambert,  Marquis  of  Tuscany,  in  his  place. 

Century  X. — Pope  John  XII.  being  displeased  with  Hugh  Capet,  King 
of  France,  for  not  appealing  to  him  to  confirm  his  accession  to  the  throne, 
annulled  the  decrees  of  the  council  of  Rheims,  and  excommunicated  the 
bishops. 

Century  XI. — Henry  IV.,  Emperor  of  Germany,  was  excommunicated 
by  Pope  Gregory  VII.,  and  his  subjects  were  absolved  from  their  oath  of 
allegiance.  Rudolph,  Duke  of  Burgundy,  was  appointed  in  the  place  of 
the  excommunicated  monarch,  and  a crown  was  sent  to  the  usurper  by  the 
pope,  bearing  the  inscription  : “ The  rock  gave  the  crown  to  Peter,  and 
Peter  gives  it  to  Rudolph.”  The  unfortunate  Henry  waited  in  vain  at  the 
gate  of  the  pope’s  palace,  in  the  depth  of  winter,  for  three  dreary  days  and 
nights,  seeking  an  audience  from  the  pope,  and  clothed  in  a woolen  garment, 
before  he  could  gain  admittance.  His  mortification  and  troubles  continued 
under  the  pontificates  of  Victor  III.,  Urban  II.,  and  Paschal  II. 

Century  XII  — Henry  IV.,  of  Germany  was  excommunicated  by  Pope 
Paschal  II.,  as  well  as  by  three  of  his  pontiff’s  predecessors.  Not  content 
with  exciting  this  unfortunate  emperor’s  son  to  rebel  against  him,  the  pope 
continued  his  malicious  persecutions  even  after  his  victim  was  dead.  He 
caused  the  body  of  Henry  to  be  taken  out  of  the  tomb,  and  conveyed  to  the 
city  of  Spire,  where  it  was  suffered  to  remain  five  years  without  Christian 
burial. 

Frederic  I.,  surnamed  Barbarossa,  was  excommunicated  by  Popes  Adrian 
IV.,  and  Alexander  III.,  and  was  forced  to  approach  the  latter  in  a creep- 
ing posture ; in  St.  Mark’s  Church,  in  Venice,  he  kissed  the  pope’s  feet, 
and  humbly  craved  absolution.  Whilst  lying  at  the  pontiff’s  feet,  the 
haughty  prelate  planted  his  foot  upon  the  monarch’s  neck,  and  perverting 
the  words  of  Scripture,  exclaimed  : “ Thou  shalt  go  upon  the  lion  and  adder, 
the  young  lion  and  the  dragon  shalt  thou  tread  under  thy  feet.”  The  em- 
peror answered,  Non  tibi,  sed  Petro , that  is,  “ not  to  thee,  but  to  Peter;” 
to  which  the  pope  replied,  Et  mihi  et  Petro, — “ both  to  me  and  to  Peter 
thou  dost  this  homage.” 

The  same  pontiff  being  displeased  at  the  death  of  Thomas  h,  Becket, 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  with  great  difficulty  admitted  the  purgation  of 
Henry  II.  of  England,  claiming  as  the  condition,  that  henceforward  no  one 
should  be  declared  King  of  England  without  the  pope’s  consent,  and  that 
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no  obstacle  should  be  interposed  in  the  way  of  any  appeal  to  the  Roman 
see. 

Henry  VI.,  son  of  Frederick  I.,  was  excommunicated  by  Pope  Celestine 

111.,  and  forced  to  come  to  Rome  to  obtain  absolution. 

Century  XIII. — Pope  Innocent  III.  excommunicated  John,  King  of 
England,  for  refusing  to  recognize  Stephen  Langton,  whom  the  pontiff  had 
appointed  Archbishop  of  Canterbury.  John  was  ultimately  reduced  to 
such  straits  that  he  was  obliged  to  resign  his  crown  to  the  pope’s  legate, 
who,  after  detaining  it  a short  time,  returned  it  to  the  king  on  condition  of 
his  paying  a yearly  tribute  of  one  thousand  marks  to  the  pope. 

The  same  pope  excommunicated  the  Emperor  Philip  II.,  and  gave  his 
empire  to  Ofcho,  Duke  of  Saxony,  who  assumed  the  government  as  Otho 
IV.  It  was  not  long,  however,  before  Otho  himself  incurred  the  displea- 
sure of  the  pontiff,  and  was  in  turn  excommunicated,  and  deprived  of  his 
usurped  dignity  The  empire  was  then  transferrred  by  the  pope  to  Frederic 

11.,  son  of  the  Emperor  Henry  VI.  Frederic  endured  the  most  unrelenting 
persecutions  from  the  court  of  Rome,  under  several  successive  pontificates. 
During  his  absence  from  the  empire,  whilst  engaged  in  the  defence  of  the 
distressed  Christians  in  Asia,  at  the  instigation  of  the  pope,  attempts  were 
made  to  deprive  him  of  the  imperial  dignity,  and  to  disturb  the  peace  of 
Europe.  He  was  excommunicated  by  Pope  Honorius  III , because  he 
was  successful  in  quelling  a rebellion,  headed  by  two  brothers  of  the  former 
pope  Innocent  III.  One  of  them,  Richard  by  name,  was  taken  prisoner,  and 
Thomas  escaped  to  Rome,  and  sheltered  himself  under  the  authority  of 
Honorius.  Frederick  having  ventured  to  expostulate  with  the  pontiff  on 
the  injustice  of  his  interference,  was  forthwith  declared  accursed,  and  ex- 
communicated. 

The  successor  of  Honorius,  Gregory  IX.,  revived  the  quarrel  with 
Frederick,  and  several  times  proscribed  and  excommunicated  him. 

This  emperor  was  peculiarly  obnoxious  to  the  papal  court,  and  was  again 
excommunicated  by  Innocent  IV.,  who  succeeded  Gregory  IX.  The  ex- 
communication was  accompanied  with  circumstances  of  aggravated  perfidity. 
A day  had  been  appointed  for  an  interview  between  the  pontiff  and  the 
emperor,  who  agreed  to  meet  at  Festennia,  in  order  to  settle  their  differ- 
ences, Instead,  however,  of  repairing  to  the  appointed  place,  the  pope  took 
ship  by  night,  and  having  reached  Geneva,  went  from  thence  to  Lyons, 
where  he  assembled  a council,  by  whom  the  emperor  was  proscribed. 

During  the  pontificates  of  Boniface  VIII.,  in  this  century,  the  first  jubilee 
was  instituted  at  Rome.  On  the  first  day  of  solemnization,  the  pope 
showed  himself  to  the  people  in  his  robes  of  office,  with  the  keys  of  St. 
Peter,  but  on  the  second  day,  he  was  arrayed  in  royal  apparel,  and  whilst  a 
naked  sword  was  carried  before  him,  a herald  proclaimed,  Ecce  protestas 
utriusque  gladii,  “ Behold  the  power  of  both  swords  )"  thus  directly  arro- 
gating supreme  authority  in  all  things  both  civil  and  ecclesiastical. 

The  thunders  of  the  Vatican  did  not  sleep  during  his  pontificate.  Philip, 
king  of  France,  was  excommunicated  together  with  his  posterity,  to  the 
fourth  generation,  for  having  made  an  ordinance  that  no  money  or  revenue 
should  be  taken  from  his  dominions  to  the  coffers  of  the  pope. 

Century  XIV. — During  this  period,  the  popes  repeatedly  exercised 
their  usurped  prerogatives  of  setting  up  one  monarch  and  putting  down 
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another,  and  excommunicating  all  who  demurred  against  their  authority. 
Clement  Y.  hurled  his  anathema  against  Andronicus  Palasologus,  of  Con- 
stantinople, pronouncing  him  accursed  as  a schismatic  and  a heretic, 
because  he  would  not  permit  an  appeal  to  be  made  from  the  Greek  church 
to  the  pope,  and  refused  to  acknowledge  him  as  his  superior. 

The  same  pope  excommunicated  the  Yenetians,  and  compelled  Francis 
Dandalus,  their  ambassador,  to  lie  under  his  table  like  a dog,  with  a chain 
of  iron  about  his  neck,  and  to  feed  on  the  crumbs  which  fell  from  it,  till 
his  anger  was  appeased. 

He  also  forbade  the  king  of  the  Romans  to  enjoy  the  title  and  right  of 
emperor  until  it  should  receive  pontifical  confirmation. 

Clement  VI.,  excommunicated  the  emperor  Louis  V.,  and  commanded 
the  electors  to  choose  another  in  his  place.  In  obedience  to  the  pontifical 
mandate,  the  princes  assembled  at  Beno,  in  the  diocese  of  Trevers,  and 
chose  Charles  IV.,  son  of  John,  king  of  Bohemia. 

Century  XY. — The  fifteenth  century  was  peculiarly  prolific  in  bulls  of 
excommunication,  but  they  were  hurled  by  pope  against  pope.  The  rival 
pontiffs  cursed  each  other,  and  mutually  declared  their  official  acts  invalid. 
The  chair  of  St.  Peter  was  claimed  sometimes  by  two,  and  even  by  three 
candidates,  all  of  whom  performed  pontifical  acts,  ordained  bishops,  &c., 
and  transmitted  the  apostolical  succession  unbroken  and  inviolate ! ! For- 
tunately for  the  kings  of  Europe,  the  pontiffs  were  so  much  occupied  with 
their  own  domestic  troubles,  that  they  had  no  leisure  to  proscribe  and 
excommunicate  temporal  princes. 

Century  XYI. — This  era  was  signalized  by  the  ever  blessed  Reforma- 
tion, which  commenced  in  France,  Switzerland,  and  Germany,  nearly  at 
the  same  time,  though  without  any  original  concert  on  the  part  of  those  who 
were  honored  to  be  leaders  in  this  mighty  moral  revolution.  Henry  VIII., 
of  England,  received  the  title  of  “ Defender  of  the  Faith,”  from  the  pope, 
as  a mark  of  approbation  of  a treatise  which  the  king  had  written  against 
Luther,  a title  which  the  monarchs  of  England  have  retained  to  the  present 
day.  Subsequently,  however,  Henry  having  incurred  the  displeasure  of 
pope  Paul  III.,  the  “Defender  of  the  Faith”  was  excommunicated,  the 
pontiff  abrogating  his  authority,  and  claiming  it  for  himself. 

Queen  Elizabeth  was  especially  odious  to  the  see  of  Rome,  and  her  king- 
dom was  the  theatre  of  constant  intrigues  carried  on  by  the  emissaries  of 
the  pope.  In  the  year  1560,  she  was  solemnly  excommunicated  by  Pius  V. 
The  closing  section  of  the  bull  is  so  characteristic,  and  illustrates  so  com- 
pletely the  arrogance  of  the  pontifical  usurpations,  that  we  deem  it  worthy 
of  insertion.  It  is  as  follows  : 

“ Being  therefore  supported  with  his  authority,  whose  pleasure  it  was  to 
place  us  (though  unequal  to  so  great  a burden)  in  this  supreme  throne  of 
justice;  we  do,  out  of  the  fulness  of  our  apostolic  power,  declare  the  afore- 
said Elizabeth,  being  a heretic  and  a favorer  of  heretics,  and  her  adherents  in 
the  matter  aforesaid,  to  have  incurred  the  sentence  of  anathema,  and  to  be 
cut  off  from  the  unity  of  the  body  of  Christ.  And  moreover,  we  do  de- 
clare her  to  be  deprived  of  her  pretended  title  to  the  kingdom  aforesaid, 
and  of  all  dominion,  dignity,  and  privilege  whatsoever.  And  also,  the 
nobility,  subjects,  and  people  of  the  said  kingdom,  and  all  others  which 
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have  in  any  sort  sworn  unto  her,  to  he  forever  absolved  from  any  such  oath, 
and  all  manner  of  duty,  of  dominion,  allegiance  and  obedience:  as  we  also 
do  by  the  authority  of  these  presents,  absolve  them,  and  do  deprive  the 
same  Elizabeth  of  her  pretended  title  to  the  kingdom,  and  all  other  things 
above  said.  And  we  do  command  and  interdict  all  and  every,  the  noble- 
men, subjects,  people,  and  others  aforesaid,  that  they  presume  not  to  obey 
her  or  her  monitions,  mandates,  and  laws ; and  those  which  shall  do  the 
contrary,  we  do  innodate  with  the  like  sentence  of  anathema.  And  because 
it  were  a matter  of  too  much  difficulty,  to  convey  these  presents  to  all  places 
wheresoever  is  shall  be  needful,  our  will  is,  that  the  copies  thereof,  under  a 
public  notary’s  hand,  and  sealed  with  the  seal  of  an  ecclesiastical  prelate,  or 
of  his  court,  shall  carry  altogether  the  same  credit  with  all  people,  judicial 
and  extra  judicial,  as  these  presents  should  do,  if  they  were  exhibited  or 
showed. 

“ Given  at  Rome,  at  St.  Peter’s,  in  the  year  of  the  incarnation  of 
our  Lord,  1570;  the  fifth  of  the  calends  of  May,  and  of  our  popedom  the 
fifth  year.” 

We  shall  have  occasion  to  revert  to  some  of  the  principles  avowed  in  this 
bull  of  excommunication,  under  another  head, — meanwhile  we  return  to  the 
synopsis  of  papal  usurpations  in  the  sixteenth  century. 

Sixtus  Y.  excommunicated  the  king  of  Navarre,  and  the  prince  of  Conde. 
At  the  siege  of  Paris,  Henry  III.  was  slain  by  Clemens,  a monk,  who 
stabbed  the  king  with  a poisoned  knife;  the  pope  extolled  this* regicide  in 
a set  speech,  delivered  in  the  consistory,  Sept.  2,  1589,  and  commended  the 
act  as  rarum  insigne  et  memorabile  f acinus,  “ a rare,  excellent,  and 
memorable  deed.”  We  state  this  on  the  authority  of  Hu  Moulin. 

The  wretched  Ravaillac,  the  murderer  of  king  Henry  IV.,  confessed  that 
he  was  incited  to  commit  the  deed  by  reading  a work  written  by  Mariana,  a 
Spanish  Jesuit,  and  although  it  never  has  been  proved  that  the  court  of 
Rome  was  the  instigator  of  the  murder,  it  is  certain  that  the  Jesuits  of 
Paris,  who  applauded  the  deed  were  never  rebuked  by  the  pontifical  authority 
for  so  doing. 

Since  the  period  of  the  Reformation,  although  there  have  not  been 
wanting  instances  in  which  the  popes  have  attempted  to  exercise  their  usurped 
authority,  their  anathemas  have  been  mere  bruta  fulmina — the  thunder  is 
as  loud  as  ever,  but  the  lightning  no  longer  accompanies  it.  We  regard  this 
fact  as  of  vast  importance  in  showing  that  the  political  bearings  of  the  Re- 
formation are  all  in  favor  of  the  great  principles  of  civil  and  religous  liberty, 
which  are  the  glory  and  the  defence,  under  God,  of  the  just  and  equitable 
institutions  of  our  country. 

3.  It.  is  an  established  doctrine  of  the  church  of  Rome,  that  the  pope  Itas 
power  to  absolve  the  people  of  any  country  from  their  oath  of  allegiance  to 
civil  governments  ; in  ct.  word,  that  no  faith  need  be  kept  with  heretics. 

W e are  aware  that  this  accusation  has  been  indignantly  denied,  and  that 
it  is,  at  this  very  day,  frequently  adduced  as  one  of  the  slanders  with  which 
protestants  have  endeavored  to  vilify  the  church  of  Rome.  The  cause  which 
must  resort  to  falsehood,  for  support,  betrays  its  weakness  in  the  very  act 
of  seeking  shelter  under  the  refuges  of  lies,  and  we  shall  ever  regard  it  as 


28 


most  unfortunate  for  the  success  of  any  argument  to  swerve  so  much  as  a 
hair’s  breadth,  not  only  from  the  truth  itself,  hut  even  to  fail  to  that  extent, 
in  establishing  the  verity  of  any  charge  which  is  brought  against  the  papacy. 
The  spirit  of  charity  takes  no  delight  in  aggravating  offences  \ wherever  it 
can  be  done  without  manifest  injury,  it  will  cover  every  fault  which  it  detects 
with  its  mantle,  and  when  it  cannot  applaud,  it  will  at  least  be  silent ; but, 
when  important  interests  depend  upon  a full  development  of  the  truth,  there 
must  be  no  concealment  or  extenuation ; then  charity  herself  lifts  up  her 
voice  like  a trumpet,  cries  aloud  and  spares  not. 

The  question  respecting  the  authorship  of  this  singular  claim  to  the 
power  of  absolving  subjects  from  their  oaths  of  allegiance,  is  not  easily  de- 
termined. By  some  it  is  ascribed  to  pope  Gelasius,  by  others  to  Gregory  VII. 
It  is,  however,  an  article  of  the  canon-law,  and  is  so  referred  by  Gratian, 
in  his  “ Corpus  juris  Canonici,”  and  approved  by  Gregory  XIII.  (See  the 
bull  of  Gregory  XIII,  given  at  Rome,  July  1,  1580,  prefixed  to  the  body 
of  the  canon  law).  The  same  doctrine  is  taught  in  the  decrees  of  councils 
declared  to  be  infallible.  The  council  of  Lyons  is  one  of  those  general 
councils,  which  by  enactment  of  the  council  of  Constance,  all  future  popes 
were  to  be  bound  by  oath  to  maintain,  and  its  proceedings  must  be  regarded 
by  Romanists  themselves  as  a fair  exponent  of  the  doctrines  of  the  church 
of  Rome.  Innocent  IV.  presided,  and  it  was  there  that  the  emperorlFred- 
erie  II.  was  excommunicated.  In  the  bull  of  anathema  it  is  stated  that  the 
deposition  and  excommunication  were  determined  on  “ after  diligent  delib- 
eration j”  and  after  declaring  the  emperor  deposed,  the  pope  absolves  his 
subjects  from  their  oath  of  allegiance,  and  moreover,  pours  the  curses  of 
the  Vatican  upon  the  heads  of  “ all  who  should  acknowledge  him  king  or 
emperor,  or  should  counsel,  assist,  or  favor  him.” 

In  the  great  Lateran  Council,  as  it  is  called,  in  which  it  is  estimated  that 
more  than  twelve  hundred  delegates  were  present,  it  was  synodically  and 
categorically  ordained  that  the  pope’s  authority  was  supreme,  and  that  he 
might  depose  kings,  absolve  their  subjects  from  all  oaths  of  allegiance,  and 
dispose  of  their  states  as  he  pleased.  By  the  same  council  it  was  ordained 
that  the  secular  powers  should  be  admonished  to  expel  all  heretics  from 
their  dominions,  and  in  case  of  a failure  to  do  this,  they  were  to  be  com- 
pelled to  obedience.  In  order  more  effectually  to  secure  this,  the  kings 
and  princes  were  to  be  bound  by  a solemn  oath  not  to  neglect  this  ordi- 
nance. The  words  of  the  canon  are  : “ Praestent  juramentum  publice  quod 
universes  Hereticos,  ab  ecclesia  notatos  exterminare  studeant.”  i.  e.  Let 
them  'publicly  take  an  oath  that  they  will  endeavor  to  exterminate  all  here- 
tics marked  by  the  church.  In  case,  however,  any  king  or  prince  should 
refuse  to  take  this  oath  to  expel  heretics,  then  the  council  made  it  the  duty 
of  the  metropolitan  and  the  bishops  of  his  province  to  excommunicate  him ; 
and  if  the  king  should  'continue  refractory,  the  bishops  were  bound  to 
signify  it  to  the  pope,  “ that  the  pope  himself  may  then  declare  the  king’s 
subjects  absolved  from  their  allegiance,  and  offer  his  kingdom  to  the  occu- 
pation of  Catholics  ut  ex  tunc  ipse  papa,  vasallos  ab  ejus  fidelitate  de- 
nunciet  cibsolutos,  et  terrain  exponat  Catholicis  occvpandam.  It  may 
perhaps  be  argued,  that  these  regulations  were  intended  merely  as  tempo- 
rary arrangements,  adapted  to  the  feudal  times,  and  that  they  have  no 
possible  bearing  upon  the  present  state  of  society.  In  the  explanations  of 
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the  bishop’s  oath,  published  by  Mr.  Cum  mist  ey,  of  this  city,  great  stress 
is  laid  upon  this  item,  but  it  will  not  apply  to  these  decrees  of  the  Lateran 
council,  for,  according  to  the  canon  in  question,  all  princes,  supreme  and 
subordinate,  fall  under  the  provisions  above  described.  Besides,  it  is  not 
easy  to  understand  why  this  authority  should  be  vested  in  the  pope  in  one 
case,  and  not  in  the  other. 

The  council  of  Constance  expressly  decreed  that  faith  is  not  to  he  hept 
with  heretics,  and  as  is  well  known,  acted  out  the  decree  to  the  full  extent 
by  condemning  and  putting  to  death  Jerome  of  Prague  and  John  Huss, 
who  came  to  the  council  under  guarantee  of  safety  from  the  emperor  Sigis- 
mund.  Whatever  extenuation  may  be  offered  in  relation  to  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  above  enactments  were  made,  there  can  be  no 
successful  denial  of  the  facts  in  the  case.  These  principles  stand  recorded 
as  laws  on  the  papal  statute  book.  They  have  been  executed  again  and 
again.  Witness  the  deposition  of  Henry  IV.,  of  Frederic  II.,  and  others 
above  cited,  who  were  exposed  to  the  most  abject  wretchedness  in  conse- 
quence of  their  excommunication  by  the  pope,  and  the  absolution  of  their 
subjects  from  the  oath  of  allegiance.  Witness  the  bull  of  Pius  Y.,  excom- 
municating Queen  Elizabeth  of  England,  and  absolving  her  subjects  from 
all  obligations  of  obedience.  Bead  the  decrees  of  the  council  at  Lyons,  of 
the  great  Lateran  council,  of  the  council  of  Constance,  and  then  look  at  the 
decree  of  the  council  of  Trent,  confirming  and  establishing  the  acts  of  pre- 
ceding (Ecumenical  councils,  amongst  which  all  these  are  included,  and  then 
let  the  candid  inquirer  decide  whether  we  are  justified  in  charging  upon 
the  church  of  Borne  the  maintenance  of  these  doctrines,  so  utterly  subver- 
sive of  the  very  foundations  of  liberty  and  order.  Have  these  laws  ever 
been  repealed  ? If  they  have,  where  is  the  pontifical  bull  which  declares 
them  to  be  forever  annulled  ? Where  is  the  decree  of  a general  council 
acknowledged  by  Borne  as  speaking  with  authority,  in  which  these  offensive 
doctrines  are  repudiated  and  condemned  ? No  such  bull  has  ever  been 
issued  by  a pope  of  Borne ; no  such  decree  has  ever  been  passed  by  any 
council  whose  declarations  challenge  the  deference  of  the  Church  ; what 
is  worse,  these  dogmas  never  can  be  repealed.  The  doctrine  of  infallibility 
binds  the  heavy  burden  of  the  iniquity  of  past  ages,  with  chains  of  ada- 
mant upon  the  church  of  Borne,  and  overwhelms  her  in  remediless  corrup- 
tion. Her  battlements  are  too  heavy  for  the  foundation,  and  her  very 
claim  to  infallibility  makes  her  ruin  certain  by  precluding  all  possibility  of 
reformation.” 

We  have  said,  we  do  not  question  Mr.  Chandler’s  sin- 
cerity. But  we  are  at  a loss  to  account  for  his  ability  to 
make  the  sweeping  assertion  contained  in  the  following 
paragraph.  In  the  report  of  his  “ Brilliant  Speech,”  which 
purports  to  he  full  and  authentic,  he  is  represented  as  affirm- 
ing:— 

“ Mr.  Chairman,  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  neither 
holds  or  (nor  ?)  inculcates  a doctrine  of  power  in  its  head 
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to  interfere  in  tlie  affairs  of  temporal  governments,  to  dis- 
turb the  monarch,  or  release  the  subject.  It  never  has 
held  any  such  doctrine.  It  never  has  taught  that  its  pro- 
fessors were  to  be  influenced  by  its  doctrines  to  combine 
against  the  government,  &c.” 

If  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  has  never  held  or  incul- 
cated such  a doctrine,  will  Mr.  Chandler  say,  no  Pope  of 
Home  has  ever  held  it?  Will  he  say,  no  oecumenical 
council  has  ever  inculcated  it  ? To  assert  this,  is  to  give 
the  lie  to  the  history  which  Home  herself  has  written. 
What  does  he  mean  by  the  Roman  Catholic  Church?  The 
term,  as  he  uses  it,  may  be  indefinite.  If,  by  it,  he 
means  the  united  body  of  its  avowed  members,  laymen 
as  well  as  hierarchy,  the  expression  is  a mere  evasion, 
unworthy  of  argument,  and  presents  an  issue,  which  Home 
has  never  allowed,  for  she  issues  her  decrees,  through  no 
authoritative  organ,  except  her  clergy,  who  from  the  acolyte 
to  the  cardinal  are  all  amenable  to  the  Pope.  No  man  has  a 
right  to  blink  stern  and  stubborn  facts  in  order  to  make  out 
a case,  or  to  change  the  real  point  at  issue  and  attempt  to 
hide  it  from  public  scrutiny  by  setting  up  a pro  re  nata  in- 
terpretation of  a term. 

The  only  manly  course  is  to  acknowledge  openly  before 
high  heaven,  the  Roman  Catholic  Church,  represented  by 
her  popes,  her  cardinals,  her  prelates,  her  councils  has 
erred  and  sinned  grievously  and  horribly  against  God  and 
man,  by  her  abominable  decrees,  commending  and  com- 
manding perfidy  and  cruelty,  and  from  all  participation  in 
these  errors  and  sins,  from  all  justification  of  these  abomi- 
nable atrocities,  from  all  sympathy  with  her  blasphemies 
and  impieties,  we  purge  ourselves.  To  do  this  is  to  cease 
to  be  a Papist.  The  man  becomes  a Protestant  in  the  very 
act.  He  denies  Rome’s  infallibility,  and  leaves  her  in  her 
pollution  to  perish  before  an  outraged  God ; and  he  does 
wisely  and  well.  But  to  apologize  for  Romanism  as  a sys- 
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tern,  to  stand  forth  as  an  advocate  of  Rome’s  policy,  to 
extenuate  her  atrocities,  to  deny  the  plainest  verities  in 
all  the  annals  of  the  past ! Verily  this  must  be  of  all  labor 
the  hardest  to  be  performed  with  a good  conscience. 

Against  one  device  of  the  enemy,  the  public  should  be 
on  its  guard.  Rome’s  advocates  must  not  be  permitted  to 
block  up  the  avenues  of  discussion.  They  must  not  be 
allowed  to  say  to  the  civilian  on  the  one  hand,  “ Sir,  these 
questions  belong  to  the  domain  of  conscience , and  you  dare 
not  interfere  with  them and  on  the  other  hand,  to  the 
clergyman,  u Sirrah , these  are  political  matters,  and  you 
meddle  with  them  at  your  peril !”  In  this  way,  the 
watchmen  would  all  be  made  dumb  dogs  that  cannot  bark! 

And  now,  to  make  the  matter  final,  and  put  the  point 
fairly  to  those  who  are  most  vitally  concerned,  we  herewith 
declare,  that  if  any  archbishop,  bishop,  or  duly  accredited 
priest,  acting  under  the  direction  and  authority  of  his 
spiritual  superiors,  will  come  before  the  public  and  hold 
us  responsible  for  these  statements,  we  shall  hold  ourselves 
bound  to  the  ordeal.  We  are  willing  to  go  to  any  reason- 
able distance,  between  the  Equator  and  the  North  Pole,  or 
to  incur  any  reasonable  amount  of  labor  or  inconvenience, 
if  necessary  for  this  purpose,  and  with  the  public  for  a jury, 
we  are  ready  to  be  tried  and  abide  the  verdict.  Will  this 
overture  be  accepted  ? Whether  it  shall  be  or  not,  we  be- 
lieve these  statements  respecting  the  Pope’s  claim  to  tem- 
poral power  to  be  as  true  as  any  fact  in  history,  and  those 
who  are  most  familiar  with  the  merits  of  the  case,  know 
right  well  that  we  have  not  offered  as  yet,  a tithe  of  the 
evidence  by  which  our  position  may  be  supported,  and  will 
be,  should  occasion  require. 


